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Sprint does not believe that unbundling loop elements and

offering such elements to competitors at wholesale rates is a

sufficient basis for relaxing the regulation of (much less

deregulating) LEC interstate access services beyond the measures

discussed in Section II above. Resale alone does not ensure long

term, viable competition, because a reseller is dependent upon

the underlying carrier -- the entity against which it is compet-

ing -- for key facilities. True competition requires the pres-

ence of two or more facilities-based alternative access provid-

ers.

The presence of facilities-based competitors was a key fac-

tor in the Commission's analysis of competition in the interex-

change market. In its order granting AT&T nondominant status,

the Commission noted that: 20

... AT&T faces at least two full-fledged facilities-based
competitors. Both MCI and Sprint have nationwide net­
works that are capable of offering most consumers an
alternative choice of services relative to AT&T. In
addition, there is at least one other nationwide facili­
ties-based provider (WorldCom, formerly LDDS/WilTel) ,
which primarily serves the business market and could
enter the residential market segment, and dozens of
regional facilities-based carriers. There are also sev­
eral hundred small carriers that primarily resell the
capacity of the largest interexchange carriers. We
believe that the significant excess capacity and large
number of long-distance carriers limits any exercise of
market power by AT&T.

Until these conditions are present in the local services market,

deregulation of interexchange access services is not warranted.

20 Motion of AT&T Corp. to be Reclassified as a Non-Dominant
Carrier, Order released October 23, 1995, '70 (FCC 95-427) .
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IV. IT IS PREMATURE TO CONSIDBR IMPLKMBNTATION OF STREAMLINED
REGULATION FOR INTERSTATE ACCESS SBRVICES.

As part of its Phase II analysis, the Commission has pro-

posed to condition streamlining on a showing of actual competi-

tion by the LEC (1127). It further proposed to use the analyti-

cal framework used to streamline AT&T's services as the basis for

relaxing regulation of LEC price cap services (1128).

As an initial matter, Sprint would emphasize that the local

markets both local service and interstate access are

nowhere near the point where streamlined regulation is at all

warranted. As Sprint and other parties demonstrated in previous

filings in CC Docket No. 94_1,21 the LECs retain bottleneck con-

trol over exchange access facilities, and what competition may

exist is minimal. Competitive access providers (CAPs) account

for less than 1% of access revenues; cellular carriers, PCS pro-

viders, and cable and utility companies pose even less of a com-

petitive threat than do CAPs. Even in Nynex's LATA 132 -- which

the Commission has found is one of the most competitive access

markets in the country -- Nynex receives 96% of Sprint's access

dollars, either directly or via CAPs, despite Sprint's policy of

giving as much of its access business to CAPs as they are able to

handle, given service standard and cost considerations. Under

21 See, e.g., Sprint Corp.'s Reply Comments filed June 29, 1994,
pp. 28 -29.



26

these conditions, there is no justification for granting stream­

lined regulatory treatment for any interstate access service.

Sprint would further note that there currently are no mecha­

nisms in place for measuring market share, demand responsiveness,

or supply responsiveness in the interstate access market, three

of the factors which the Commission has proposed to use in con­

sidering whether to streamline access regulation. The Commission

is only now soliciting comments on proposed reporting require­

ments that would apply to companies that provide access to inter­

state telecommunications services. 22 Once reporting mechanisms

have been adopted, it will take several data points before any

reasonable analysis of competitive trends can be made. Thus, it

is premature to try to assess whether the three factors proposed

by the Commission (market share, demand and supply responsive­

ness) are comprehensive enough, or even whether the requisite

data are available, for the analysis needed here.

As discussed in Section III above, Sprint believes that any

analysis of whether streamlined regulation is warranted should

focus on whether the criteria on a comprehensive competitive

checklist (such as Sprint's "Essential Elements of Local Tele­

phone Competition") have been satisfied. Legal and regulatory

barriers to entry and expansion must be eliminated; equitable

interconnection and compensation arrangements must be estab-

22 See TAPS Public Notice, supra n. 16.
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lished; equal access to numbering resources must be available;

universal service support and embedded subsidies must be

resolved; and rational and equitable regulations for both incum­

bents and new market entrants must be established, before the

existence of effective and viable competition in the local serv­

ices market can be posited.

Sprint agrees with the Commission's tentative conclusion

that market share should be one of the major factors to be con­

sidered in determining the level of competition in a given market

for purposes of streamlined regulation (1143). While it is not

at all clear at this point what level of market share erosion

would indicate the need for additional regulatory flexibility for

the provision of interstate access services, Sprint would note

that AT&T was not afforded streamlined regulatory treatment of

its interexchange Basket 3 (business) services until it had lost

approximately half of its share in that market to its competi­

tors, which included at least two national, facilities-based

IXCs, numerous regional facilities based IXCs, and hundreds of

resellers.

Once the structural barriers to competition have been

removed, and the presence of actual, facilities-based competition

has been established, it might be reasonable to allow price cap

LECs some additional pricing flexibility in the provision of

interstate access service. For example, LECs' downward pricing

flexibility might be increased to -15% at the service band level;
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certain filings might become effective on shorter notice and with

less cost support; and the ability to target the application of

the productivity offset to baskets or service categories beyond

the RIC and CCLC might be granted.

V. IT IS FRUITLBSS AT THIS POINT TO SPBCULATB ON THE COJlDITIOHS
UHDBR WHICH NOJIDOMIXAN'T TRBA'l'MBNT OF INTERSTATE ACCESS
SERVICES WOULD BE WARRANTED.

The Commission has stated that it would consider aLEC non-

dominant and forbear from price regulation when it is shown to

lack market power ('152). It has thus sought comments on

"whether any LECs are likely to lose market power for any geo-

graphic and product markets in the foreseeable future, and if

not, whether it is premature at this time to adopt rules govern-

ing nondominant local exchange carriers at this time" ('155).

In principle, Sprint agrees that LECs should be eligible for

nondominant regulatory treatment when they no longer have market

power in the provision of interstate access service. However, at

this point, it is fruitless to speculate on when this phase may

be reached, and impossible to identify what specific, measurable

criteria should be adopted to define when this phase has been

reached. There are so many unknown factors which affect the com-

petitive landscape -- RBOC entry into the interexchange market,

the viability of CAPs, and the development of new technologies

such as PCS, to name only a few -- that any attempt to set the

terms under which nondominant regulation of price cap LECs is

warranted is bound to be either too lenient or too harsh. There
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is time for the Commission to reexamine the issue of LEC deregu­

lation, and deferral of this issue to a later date is clearly in

the public interest.

VI. CONCLUSION.

As discussed above, the Commission should adopt three meas­

ures to rationalize access pricing as part of its Phase I reform:

phase out the CCLC and RIC; allow price cap LEes to implement

zone density pricing even if they do not have operational

expanded interconnection arrangements; and expand zone density

pricing to include the CCLC and local switching elements. The

Commission should also adopt a comprehensive "competitive check­

list," such as Sprint's "Essential Elements for Local Telephone

Competition," as a tool for assessing whether barriers to com­

petitive entry into the local services market have been removed.

Once the criteria on this checklist have been satisfied, and the

presence of actual, facilities-based competition has been estab­

lished, it might be reasonable to allow price cap LECs some addi­

tional pricing flexibility in the provision of interstate access

services.



December 11, 1995

30

Respectfully submitted,

SPRINT CORPORATION

Jay C. Keithley
Richard Juhnke
Norina T. Moy
1850 M St., N.W., Suite 1110
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 857-1030



....

ATTACHMENT
Eu.ential Element& t:i Loc:al Competition

P8ge1 cf5

EsseNTIAL EL...NTS 011 LOCAL TILIPHON! COMftETiTION

1. PlwfcHllEa MD EN IItt' ........,..

F.dt., ................. IIftIl ..............rs fMm ..... I full,... of IocII
...... _¥IaaI_rtIgUIatory NqUirImanIItMt~ NIttk::t m.ut entry mull be
llballhed.•p.....y:

.ond'. or -NltllmlMuld .....~ ............ ar.....
to prcMde IooIt t .

• ..,."••• , ')111'1..-771 2 -Nonew 1houkI
have to pnwe thIt.. lnc:urnbenrs to offer oompetIng
local ttIephonI ....

""","'pS' 7 .ptS. n.7? 1 -No .........ltionIlhoutdtmpoH
more onerous~ on MW...........u.n.., to~ telePhone
companies or c:IIc:rImIMte 1I.:"1nIt MWIMrUt....... .....ver that doll not meln thlt
new mafUt enIN. IMuId bllUbjId to the SImI regutltory requirements. the Incumbent
IocII telephone company<- bIIow).

,.",41" If~ - Ntr or.......' trMImenl of pole, conduit
_ rtghtMf-wl)' of ~ 1oaeI company must be IHmIMtId so ttaIt nIW
...,..hive 8CCIII to thole rtgtItS of way on the ume rites, terms Iftd condtUonI. the
tncumbent.

IIoV"",,-,'...p_.....IIrr-Entrylnto.loc8IteIephone
m.rket IhouIcI not be artificiIIIIy .....ertc:ted by ..."..aonebIe requirements imposed on
new marUt ...... (•.g to b.nd .... to1~ of. given
geographic na, .~••'ve petfonNnoI , eatendId 0I'ftHtc:ati0n poa•••).

AJdffllD AIM.71.....Dn.""".'M:r-E'*Y Into • local
...pho.....~ IhouId not be conting.m on actions of.. incumbent local
telephone compeny or unrNIOftIIbIy dlleyed by lengthy, cumbersome Ngulltory
proceed. conoemed with iIkW.ned,~ ...... (•.g., no local
compIIIIion auItIoriDd until Incumbent local telephone company
"""'1 ttl ............., or no 1IIon until ... unINI. c:ompreheRlivl
untverMI MNIcI protKtIonIsubltdy~ plan hal been developed, ...d
and .dopted by Ngulatorl).
o



..

E~I Elements of Local Competition
P.2Clf5

2. IN'I'ERCONNICTION & COIIPINMTION

............"fII tl..' n.u IDA••' compeIItion.
CIInf n ' 1 ., In MI'" tMt
......7 en .....,.. A••Itt en MIu:tOIt wIItout
...................., ., , ltIouIdbe
..................I _ ml lnloandUMof
....................nr _......",.. n"'yOt_1n • manner equtvllenl to of the
IftcumIIent local '.1 CIIII'PIII'Y.

IIJ==~~=~~"M~"~=~=~- ........-on for CIIItIrminetion IhouId ..... at .-u "1f.l'M"l 01 compeIItIon end
...................." 1 CMlf•...uon 1houId:

............, ....,. - net _ ",II. ,..wIllon 0I.....1nO local

.... Uf'IMGf'IOIWiC {e.,., _ at .,.., 0I·1eca1 MI'Vice);

.....".,.•••....,..",.,.",etfIII ..",., - awe::ues that are
timpte and ..., 10 wrIfy (e.,., tilt );
ClMfeIlto..... .,. 0....)41-......,...,.,...",-MWard grMter
InYeI1ment in~~~ by IoceIte.tphone compeny competitors;
IIIn/m/ft f:fIIrfIWIIIIve fli8Cotflotta - not eIiIc:ourIIe entry IntO .. MgfMnts of the
ma~et;

Not". • ..".. III....,..,aer"....,.",- IhouId not be designed to produce
contribution, , or &.rWer'III-w-aawort;,..,...0..,. "...........-not led to eJdating IOCIlItltephone company price
ItrUctureI so _ to fOft:e new .,.... ....... to mimic~ prtcing structures; and,
Not mI",......ecc... e,..",..1evWa - compensetion beIId on current 8COISS
....wilt be uneconomJc•

....".".....~S:n.....,1 -lelic MlwaItl: functionI mull be
proviCted in • rNlIIoftaNy uniform ..,.,.." .. ~ to quIUIy ....~ 1t8ftdIrdI. The
Incumbent mutt coopet'Ite In ordeI1nI, tilling, circuit provIIionIng, mIfntenInce 8ftd ~Ir.

Jr4:1 Ustn'"- The inct.ImMnt Iec8I telephone companY'1 ..... 1houId ..neet an
unbundling of Mrvice componenII so that a new market entr8nt is not fofoId to purchase
Mt'Vicn that it does not went in order to otUin MMntiat ".communications capabilities.
Unbundling shoufd be performed In fMPOI"M to • botM tide MQUeSt.

- CoIcc:don of,.... to 8Chieve inter'cor"GIKtion should ..... two
"'eterIaticI: .

CoIIKIIfIott III ..".,..,.".",. - coIocIItIon IhouId be m8de ..... local tetephone
.,..,.,ys prtmary agg,..etion points (e.g., tandems, _,Cr.1 oft'icM, Mt'Ving wn.....);-.
1'Ity*aI", ",A""- coIoaIIon .,.....".,.... CIIoc:ation or virtual coIIcJc8tion
that Is taCOnOmIC.., and technically equivalent to phyIiceI cotIoc8tion from the
~ of .... 1nteR:cr,,-.c:tor.

·0



....

,
Essential Elements of Local Competition

'.3015

a. ....... R!1OUIIlC! .....

Nen4IGrtnttIt.'f1-I •• to .................. II CIIIcIII. ,.. foIowIng runbertnD .-ource..........:

~-C..I.... _ tD _vtcI pnMdIrI ..........
iiiMtiCi1iIijfiijii-"'Ir."_I fill PfDVIlIt.r ~.-.out
..... to to number
porII~.ttr. ~fm r .,m n
..ltlIftorfomtol ,...II., lmp.'" .mce 1UdI
IrnpIkmInIlhouId IIIIWIIc*ct in UI.aaon ClIwgeI.

...........~!J "M~.$!1~2nr"'" 7 .- 'p'gs?=*::c::.::;....1oDII= ;:;Ii.ii III-= to have ....r CUItOmefS'

....phone numbIfI d in cINctoty ...'••ra. UDI. NN. 100 and
ather~... _ ICC•• to IUCh r8IOUIQIS equl' In ptce. funcIJonatlty end queBty IS
do incumbent locII phanl 'ftVtders.

• ",.Mau...IIIWLwlC"S! " -cempe... loc8I-w»
providers should have .... to111. NIay and operator MrVic:eI provided by
the incumbent tocIII."phone oompeny on the same termlind conditions .. enjoyed
by the incumbent tocaItelephone company.

....,.........- Numbering policy ""* belnecly ....oped end
edminiltered in • competitively newaf rnenner. The Ioc8I exc:henge C8frier mutt not
be able to control .... adminiltrlltion and 8IIignment of nurnbertng resources. NPA
.ssignments must be handled in • neutral .nd non-discriminatory manner.

o



...

,
E5Mntial Elements of local Competition

""of5

""'.tIAL'.2J1C1~a I .

!1!~!!!lI!~~!!I~;!!!~~~~,':In..,.1O.....eMoIent In 1ft to ........
~••M 1 &111•• 1ft •••cemmunlcalona pMiag
~ ower IIWlIIIon (e.,.. __ ••••• cNrJI priced
.JIl_IftUIIIy.-we tIIII ...... Id.-.ety bItow )

.".""""""",.. If 1UbIIdi•• IN reqund. they shoukt be explicitly identified
I'8ther than embedded in V8riouI prices;

Ne•• .....Tefl..... If lublidiH ......., '-Y should .. needs beIed
either on • showing of low Income by consumers or beHd on Mrvice to high co.t
...s;

.............M. If 1 ~......communIo8tIonI ......
providerIlhouid COfttrlbuel to in • competItilJely neutral manner
baled on their ....communicItionI reven&* Mt of peymentI to IntermIdiaties;

,.",.,AfImI",.lItIon. Collection and dtstrtbution of IUblidieslhould be done
by • neutr8lldministrator;

Only lIfMIfJIetrllel r.,.".. .....W.'!IIII:Jd. Only belie .....denti.1
telephone 1houId be 1UbIidInd, IImIIed to (1) .... petty 1oc8I.-viee.
(2) .ccMS to touch tone cfiatinQ. (3) .... to ..,.. of choice, (~) ecce.. to
operator MMce'; and. (5) .... to emergency (111) aervice•.

eo., A to If .., all competitive
1ocIlI pnMders have the opporU1Ity 10 receIYe IUCh
aubIicfies when Hfected by an eligible customer.
o



"

5.

E6&&I'ltiai Elem6nts of Local Competition
P9 Sal5

~==~~"=~r-Jt===.~,,~,..: filii Ir••• MIU'ltion IhouId be........, "... ",.II.ty ,.,..and..w. ,...IItIDn to
prowtda """lMI 11011 T............ ~•••, ...
fII fIIU'n ",u'llon ,..., p.eItIon 10 tMid ecIonI '* could
__ the incumIIlInr'l Ce.,., ,... competIIve entry
.. loci' ...., ) and..out m to ~ neuInrIity
for .... 1nc:unIMnt (e.,., nIIIon In innLATA toIllllttcets to
MOOveroompllltMl '-I). TI ~ to
UfIeCOftOI'ftIc~ Jm; ...iMl vet "1lI'I1.' eMcIent prtcIng .., COlt
NductIonI. 1II•••• ..........,.,.. .w...........". pricing ruIII to
trMIItJon ...to ....~ tel...,.. to.-pond to
II'MfIInD comp1ItIion, Ind ...~ CI'III IUIJIIdIutIon end of rnIfUt power.

775 21". In "'1'ffIIninI the fOr , Ineumbent IoCII
....phoM CIITIp.nIII In tile __ for _nt181 MtwoIt
.'*-.......,..r. - paid br" COI'IIfPIIIlOrI to tMm fOr 1M 111M.....
fuMIonIIIy ..... the CDIls of ather eeMces and functionaHtieIletU8Uy UI8d by the Incumbent
..llphone oarnpeny.

.......... T.,.COft'WIU1icItio IINiceI and f\ft:Uonllhouid be provided
wtthout any ....tricIionI on .... and 1hIrtng. provided that ...... II of the lime
dill of MNice Ce.Q.• 1houkf not be ... to~ Ind fllllllocIl resldlntilllINiCIS as
lluliftlllllMces).

",.,11"*~ In ve II no providW of IIat MOrt,
only competitors, .. -.king to pro to CU8tOmerI. ..... incumbent
Ioc8I telephone ClOI'ftI*WI WiCIIY hive uni¥ersaf cove,.... even though competitors..~ ul.' oonInuI to ....ertct Inc:unIMnt p:,one
aampant ...,. untI cornpeIItiYe mattvea
Irecome 1'1 g.•., __or IMt reeort). However. MStrIctionI on
marttet uIt IhouId diminish • compeIIIion develops.
o



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Joan Hesler, hereby certify that I have on this 11th day of December, 1995, sent via
U.S. First Class Mail, postaae prepaid, or Hand Delivery, a copy of the foregoing
"Comments" in the Matter of Price Cap Performance Review for Local Exchange Carriers,
Treatment of Operator Services Under Price Cap Regulation, Revisions to Price Cap Rules for
AT&T, CC Docket No. 94-1, CC Docket No. 93-124, CC Docket No. 93-197, filed this date
with the Acting Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, to the persons on the
attached service list.



W.~ Pienon, Ir.
Richard I. Metzger
Douglas 1. Minster
PIERSON &. TUTTLE
1200 19th Street, NW, Suite 607
Washington, DC 20036
Counsel for Assoc. for Local Telecom Services

Mary McDermott
Vice President and General Counsel
United States Telephone Assoc.
1401 H Street, NW, Suite 600
Washington, DC 20005

lames S. Blaszak
Francis E. Fletcher, Jr.
GARDNER, CARTON &. DOUGLAS
1301 K Street, NW, Suite 900
East Tower
Washington, DC 20005

Counsel for Ad Hoc Telecom Users Committee

Margot Smiley Humphrey
KOTEEN & NAFTALIN
1150 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Suite 1000
Washington, DC 20036

Counsel for National Rural Telecom Assoc.

J. Manning Lee
Senior Regulatory Counsel
Teleport Communications Group
One Teleport Drive
Staten Island, NY 10311

Richard M. Lynch
Richard C. Hartgrove
Thomas A. Pajda
Southwestern Bell
One Bell Center
Room 3520
St. Louis, MO 63101

James T. Hannon
US West
1020 19th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

R. Michael Senkowski
Jeffrey S. Linder
Dene T. Weinreich
WILEY, REIN & FIELDING
1776 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Counsel for Tele-Communications Assoc.

Charles A Zielinski
ROGERS &. WELLS
607 14th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005

Counsel for Computer & Communications
Industry Assoc.

Philip F. McClelland
Assistant Comsumer Advocate
Office ofConsumer Advocate
1425 Strawberry Square
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Counsel for Irwin A. Popowsky, Consumer Advocate



T~E. Taylor
Christopher 1. Wilson
FROST & JACOBS
2500 PNC Center
201 East Fifth Street
Cincinnati, OH 45202

Counsel for Cincinnati Bell Telephone Co.

Anne U. MacClintock
Vice President
Regulatory Affairs and Public Policy
Southern New England Telephone Co.
227 Church Street
New Haven, CT 06510

Peter A. Rohrbach
Linda L. Oliver
HOGAN & HARTSON
Columbia Square
555 13th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20004-1109

Counsel for WilTel, Inc.

John C. Smith
General Counsel
Aeronautical Radio, Inc.
2551 Riva Road
Annapolis, MD 21401

Gary M. Epstein
James H. Barker
LATHAM & WATKINS
1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Suite 1300
Washington, DC 20004-2505

Counsel for BellSouth Telecommunications

David C. Bergmann
Yvonne T. Ranft
Office ofConsumers' Counsel
State ofOhio
77 South High Street, 15th Floor
Columbus,OH 43266-0550

Andrew D. Lipman
Russell M. Blau
SWIDLER & BERLIN
3000 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20007

Counsel for MFS Communications Co.

Carol C. Henderson
Executive Director
American Library Assoc.
110 Maryland Avenue, NE
Washington, DC 20002-5675

Elizabeth Dickerson
Manager, Federal Regulatory
MCI Telecommunications, Inc.
1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20006

M. Robert Sutherland
Richard M. Sbaratta
BeIlSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
4300 Southern Bell Center
675 West Peachtree St., NE
Atlanta, GA 30375



Jarl* P. Tuthill
JohnW.Bogy
Pacific Telesis
140 New Montgomery St., Room 1530-A
San Francisco, CA 94105

Mark C. Rosenblum
Robert J. McKee
Peter H. Jacoby
AT&T
295 North Maple Avenue, Room 2255F2
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Genevieve Morelli
Vice President & General Counsel
Comptitive Telecommunications Assoc.
1140 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Suite 220
Washington, DC 20036

Jonathan E. Canis
SWIDLER & BERLIN, Chartered
3000 K Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007

Counsel for Intermedia Communications ofFlorida

Edward R. Wholl
Campbell L. Ayling
Edward E. Niehoff
NYNEX Telephone Companies
120 Bloomingdale Road
White Plains, NY 10605

James L. Wurtz
Pacific Telesis
1275 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004

Marc E. Manly
AT&T
1722 Eye Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Danny E. Adams
Jeffi"ey S. Linder
WILEY, REIN &. FIELDING
1776 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Counsel for CompTel

Robert A Mazer
NIXON, HARGRAVE, DEVANS & OOYLE
One Thomas Circle, NW, Suite 800
Washington, DC 20005

Counsel for Lincoln Telephone &. Telegraph

James T. Hannon
Sharon L. Naylor
US West
1020 19th Street, NW, Suite 700
Washington, DC 20036



Alan,1. Gardner
Jdey Sinsheimer
California Cable Television Assoc.
4341 Piedmont Avenue
Oakland, CA 94611

Terry L. Murray
Murray" Assoc.
101 California Street, Suite 4225
San Francisco, CA 94111

Consultant for California Cable

Lisa M. zaina
General Counsel
OPASTCO
21 Dupont Circle, NW, Suite 700
Washington, DC 20036

Paul B. Jones
Janis A. Stahlhut
Time Warner Communications
300 First Stamford Place
Stamford, CT 06902-6732

David Cosson
National Telephone Cooperative Assoc.
2626 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20037

Frank W. Lloyd
KeciaBoney
MINTZ, LEVIN, COHN, FERRIS, GLOVSKY &
POPEO
701 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 900
Washington, DC 20004

Counsel for California Cable

James Gattuso
Beverly McKittrick
Citizens for a Sound Economy Foundation
1250 H Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005

Michael 1. Shortley, ill
Rochester Telephone Corporation
180 South Clinton Avenue
Rochester, NY 14646

DavidR. Poe
Cherie R. Kiser
LEBOEF, LAMB, GREENE" MACRAE
1875 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20009-5728

Tentey A. Carp
Assistant General Counsel
General Services Administration
18th" F Streets, NW, Room 4002
Washington, DC 20405



Brian :I.. Moir
Mom" HARDMAN
2000 L Street, NW, Suite 512h
Washington, DC 20036

Michael S. Pabian
Ameritech
2000 West Ameritech Center Drive
Room4H76
Hoffman Estates, IL 60196-1025

Gail L. Polivy
GTE Service Corporation
1850 M Street, NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036

Richard Metzger·
Deputy Bureau Chief
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 500
Washington, DC 20554

Joel Ader·
Bellcore
2101 L Street, NW, 6th Floor
Washington, DC 20037

Michael E. Glover
Edward D. Shakin
Karen Zacharia
Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies
1710 H Street, NW, 8th Floor
Washington, DC 20006

Richard McKenna, HQE03J36
GTE Service Corporation
P.O. Box 152092
Irving, TX 75015-2092

Geraldine Matise, Chief4'
TaritfDivision
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 518
Washington, DC 20554

Wilbur Thomas·
ITS
1919 M Street, NW, Room 246
Washington, DC 20554

Steven Spaeth·
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 500
Washington, DC 20554



Anthony B\lsh*
TariffDivision
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 518
Washington, DC 20554

Regina Keeney, Chief"
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Room 500
Washington, DC 20554


